Introduction {#s1}
============

Human beings in every culture seek out a variety of experiences which are classified as "aesthetic"---activities linked to the perception of external objects, but not to any apparent functional use these objects might have. Looking at paintings, listening to music, or reading poems---these are hedonic experiences in which humans consistently choose to engage. And although the relevant objects in and of themselves have no immediate or direct value for survival or for the satisfaction of basic needs (food, shelter, reproduction), they nevertheless accrue great value within human culture. What are the neural underpinnings of aesthetically moving experience?

Although the foundation of aesthetic inquiry as a formal scholarly discipline is relatively recent---the philosopher Alexander Baumgarten introduced the modern use of the term in 1739---musings about the nature of "beauty" date back at least as early as Plato (Plato, [@B44]) and Confucius, and evidence exists of well-developed artistic traditions in most of the world\'s ancient cultures (e.g., China, India, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Persia). But it is only recently that it has become possible to investigate the physiological bases of aesthetic experience. Recent neuroimaging studies have identified several brain regions whose activation correlates with a variety of aesthetic experiences---namely locations in the anterior medial prefrontal cortex (aMPFC) and the caudate/striatum, with several additional regions detected in some studies but not others (Blood and Zatorre, [@B7]; Cela-Conde et al., [@B9]; Kawabata and Zeki, [@B29]; Vartanian and Goel, [@B64]; Jacobsen et al., [@B27]; Di Dio and Gallese, [@B17]; Kirk et al., [@B34]; Ishizu and Zeki, [@B26]; Lacey et al., [@B35]; Salimpoor et al., [@B47]). These findings form the initial basis for the field of neuroaesthetics, but key questions remain. In this study we examined more closely issues surrounding the intensity and diversity of aesthetic responses.

A major theme in philosophical inquiry into aesthetic experience is a tension between universality and subjectivity. On one hand, many authors have argued that aesthetic evaluations rely on universal principles. On the other, philosophical inquiry also emphasized the importance of understanding aesthetic responses as strongly subjective. These two views are not, in principle, mutually exclusive: subjective judgment may lead to aesthetic evaluations that are so consistent across individuals as to be termed universal. Indeed, the notion of universal aesthetics relies on the observation of wide agreement among people about the aesthetic value of certain objects or classes of objects (e.g., flowers; Scarry, [@B48]). Yet aesthetic judgments are not only subjective but also highly susceptible to cultural norms, education, and exposure. Thus, while there may be certain items that command consensus in their evaluations, for the majority of artifacts judgments can vary widely.

This variation in aesthetic judgments can be used to isolate the neural dimensions of aesthetic *responses* as opposed to reactions to particular features of a given work of art (e.g., Kawabata and Zeki, [@B29]; Salimpoor et al., [@B47]). To date, most studies have used stimuli that generated wide agreement. Putative subjective aspects of an experience were potentially confounded with differences in the stimuli themselves. Another fundamental problem is that using stimuli on whose aesthetic value people tend to agree necessarily gives more weight to common internal factors---be they driven by culture or by evolution---and leaves little room for truly individual aspects of subjective aesthetic experience to emerge. We solved this by using stimuli for which people expressed strongly individual preferences. These large individual differences enable us to use the diversity of visual artwork to parse out the different components of aesthetic experience.

To allow for these individual preferences to emerge, an important guiding principle in the choice of our stimulus set was that it should span a variety of styles and periods (see Figure [1](#F1){ref-type="fig"}). One way in which diverse stimuli may lead to individual differences is that they invoke a variety of emotions---an aesthetic response includes evaluations that can vary in valence and degree of arousal, from "preference" and "pleasure" to "beauty," "sadness," "awe," or "sublimity" (Frijda and Sundararajan, [@B20]; Zentner et al., [@B70]). Therefore, our instructions to observers explicitly acknowledged that strongly moving aesthetic experiences may come in a variety of forms, not merely beauty and preference. With this paradigm, we find large individual differences in which of the artworks observers find aesthetically moving: on average, each image that was highly recommended by one observer was given a low recommendation by another. Therefore, any BOLD effects found in a contrast of high vs. low recommendation reflect differences in aesthetic reaction, not stimulus features.

![**Examples of the artworks used in this experiment.** All images were obtained from the Catalog of Art Museum Images Online (CAMIO) database (<http://www.oclc.org/camio>). See List of artworks for image credits and the full list of artworks used in the experiment.](fnhum-06-00066-g0001){#F1}

Differences in subjective experience may arise not only from differences in the emotions that a given artwork evokes but also from how different individuals weigh these emotions. To examine this, observers also responded to a nine-item questionnaire addressing evaluative and emotional components of their aesthetic experience for each artwork.

We find that brain regions differentially activated by artworks given high and low aesthetic recommendations can be classified into two distinct sets by virtue of the pattern of their response. BOLD activation varied linearly with observers\' ratings in several sensory (occipito-temporal) regions. Activity in the striatum (STR) and pontine reticular formation (PRF) also varied linearly with ratings but straddled their resting baseline, exhibiting below-baseline activations for low-rated artworks. In contrast, a separate network of frontal and subcortical regions showed a step-like increase only for the most moving artworks ("4" ratings) and non-differential activity for all others. This included several regions belonging to the "default mode network" (DMN) previously associated with self-referential mentation, such as the anterior aMPFC. Within these networks, we observed sensitivity to positive and negative emotional aspects of aesthetic experience, and evidence for individual differences correlated with personal differences in aesthetic evaluation.

Materials and methods {#s2}
=====================

Observers
---------

Sixteen observers were recruited at New York University (11 male; 13 right-handed; 27.6 ± 7.7 years) and paid for their participation. All had normal or corrected to normal vision. Informed consent was obtained from all participants, in accordance with the New York University Committee on Activities Involving Human Subjects.

Stimuli
-------

One hundred and nine images were selected from the Catalog of Art Museum Images Online database (CAMIO: <http://www.oclc.org/camio>; Figure [1](#F1){ref-type="fig"} and List of Artworks). CAMIO contains more than 90,000 images of textiles, paintings, architecture, and sculpture from museum collections around the world. The works of art came from a variety of cultural traditions (American, European, Indian, and Japanese) and from a variety of historical periods (from the 15th century to the recent past). Images were representational and abstract, and could be roughly classified as either female figure(s) (33), male figure(s) (23), a mixed group (20), still life (11), landscape (14), or abstract painting (8). These classifications did not show significant effects on responses.

Commonly reproduced images were not used, in order to minimize recognition. Most observers recognized no images, and no observer recognized more than a very few (3--5) stimulus images as reported by survey responses.

Images were scaled such that the largest dimension did not exceed 20° of visual angle, and the area did not exceed 75% of a 20° box. Stimulus presentation and response collection were controlled using a Macintosh G4 running Matlab 6.5 and the Psychophysics Toolbox (Brainard, [@B8]).

Procedure
---------

Observers were told they would be viewing a set of artworks while lying in the scanner. They were to use a scale of 1--4 by pressing a button on a hand-held response box to answer the question "how strongly does this painting move you?" according to the following instructions: "Imagine that the images you see are of paintings that may be acquired by a museum of fine art. The curator needs to know which paintings are the most aesthetically pleasing based on how strongly you as an individual respond to them. Your job is to give your gut-level response, based on how much you find the painting beautiful, compelling, or powerful. Note: The paintings may cover the entire range from "beautiful" to "strange" or even "ugly." Respond on the basis of how much this image "moves" you. What is most important is for you to indicate what works you find powerful, pleasing, or profound."

Each observer viewed all 109 artworks; the order was counterbalanced across observers to control for possible serial order effects. Observers were instructed prior to entering the magnet and given practice trials using artworks not in the stimulus set.

### Nine-item evaluative questionnaire

After the fMRI session, observers were given a short break, and were then taken to a behavioral lab where they sat in front of a computer screen to complete a nine-item questionnaire. They were shown the same set of paintings in the same order as in the scanner. Each painting was shown for 6 s. Observers were asked to rate the intensity with which each artwork evoked the following evaluative/emotional responses: joy, pleasure, sadness, confusion, awe, fear, disgust, beauty, and the sublime. Responses to this nine-item questionnaire were given using mouse clicks on a visual seven-point scale for each item. These items were presented in random order on each trial. Observers could respond to the nine items in any order, but could not change ratings.

Observers ranged from those with novice-level experience of art and art history to several having completed some undergraduate study in the history of art (evaluated using a survey at the time of the experiment). Before entering the scanner, observers were also administered the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., [@B67]). PANAS is a highly stable and internally consistent metric for dispositional affect (mood), used to determine how frequently an observer experiences positive and negative affect in a defined time period. Observers in this study were asked to answer questions with regard to the immediately preceding few days.

fMRI scanning procedures
------------------------

fMRI scans were carried out at New York University\'s Center for Brain Imaging, using a 3-T Siemens Allegra scanner and a Nova Medical Head coil (NM011 head transmit coil). Artworks were projected onto a screen in the bore of the magnet and viewed through a mirror mounted on the head coil.

The 109 artworks were divided into four sets (different subsets per observer, depending on order) and shown over the course of four functional scans using a slow event-related design. During these functional scans, the blood oxygen level dependent (BOLD) signal was measured from the entire brain using thirty-six 3 mm slices aligned approximately parallel to the AC-PC plane (in plane resolution 3 × 3 mm, TR = 2 s, TE = 30 ms, FA = 80°). Each trial began with a 1 s blank period then a blinking fixation point for 1 s, followed by the artwork for 6 s, and a blank screen for 4 s, during which the observer pressed a key corresponding to recommendation. An additional 0, 2, or 4 s blank interval was inserted pseudorandomly between trials to jitter trial timing, with an average trial length of 13.14 s.

Observers were also run in a localizer scan containing blocks of objects, scrambled objects, faces, and places. This 320 s scan consisted of four 18 s blocks of each stimulus type, during which the observer performed a "1-back" task (where observers monitor for exact repeats of an image). Each block contained 16 stimulus images plus two repeats, each presented for 800 ms with a 200 ms inter-stimulus-interval. The full-color images were placed on top of phase-scrambled versions of the same stimuli filling a 500 × 500 pixel square to control for differences in size across stimulus categories.

A high resolution (1 mm^3^) anatomical volume (MPRage sequence) was obtained after the functional scans for registration and spatial normalization.

Behavioral data analysis
------------------------

For the observers\' recommendations collected during the scanning session, a measure of agreement across individuals was computed by taking the set of 109 recommendations for every pair of observers and computing the Pearson correlation coefficient. Images with any missing recommendation values were excluded from the correlations in a pairwise manner. One observer gave no "4" recommendations, and was, therefore, excluded from subsequent analyses relying on the contrast of "4" vs. "1" responses. Similarly, a measure of across-observer agreement was computed for each item of the nine-item questionnaire collected after the scanning session. For each item, the Pearson correlation coefficient was computed for each pair of observers.

### Factor analysis of evaluative questionnaire

The responses on the nine-item questionnaire produced by each observer to each artwork (16 × 109 = 1744 trials total) were then converted to *z*-scores within observers and concatenated into a single large matrix of scores. Principal components extraction was used to identify factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Two emotional/evaluative factors survived and were rotated using the "direct oblmin" method, which does not require that the factors be orthogonal. Scores on these two factors were computed for each of the 1744 trials using regression (see Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"}).

fMRI data analysis
------------------

The scans were pre-processed using the FMRIB Software Library (FSL; Oxford, UK) to correct for slice-timing and motion, and were high-pass filtered at 0.0125 Hz. Subsequent analyses were performed using BrainVoyager QX (Brain Innovation, Maastricht, Netherlands). After alignment to observer-specific high-resolution anatomical images, the scans were normalized to Talairach space (Talairach and Tournoux, [@B60]), blurred with an 8 mm Gaussian kernel, and converted to *z*-scores.

### 4-vs.-1 whole brain analysis

To identify regions sensitive to observer recommendation, a whole-brain random effects group-level general linear model (GLM) analysis was computed with the responses of each observer on each of the four possible recommendation levels coded as separate regressors (as a 6 s "on" period for each image convolved with a standard two-gamma hemodynamic response function, HRF). A contrast of the "4" regressors vs. the "1" regressors was computed and the resulting statistical map was corrected for multiple comparisons at a false discovery rate (FDR) of *q* \< 0.05 (Benjamini and Hochberg, [@B6]; Genovese et al., [@B22]) and a cluster threshold of 5 3 mm^3^ voxels. This contrast will be referred to as the 4-vs.-1 whole-brain analysis (see Appendix Table [A1](#TA1){ref-type="table"} and Figures [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}--[5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}).

### ROI analysis

In order to compare BOLD activation for all four recommendation levels across these regions, the group-level clusters from the 4-vs.-1 analysis were used to draw regions-of-interest (ROIs) from which we extracted timeseries for each observer. Using the average (over voxels in the ROI) of non-blurred, *z*-scored timeseries for each scan, individual observer parameter estimates for each of the four recommendation levels were obtained using a GLM with a standard two-gamma HRF convolved with a 6 s "on" period for each image (see Figures [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}--[5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}). Standard errors were computed across observers.

### 4-vs.-321 whole brain analysis

To further isolate processes particular to aesthetic response, we computed a second whole-brain contrast relying on the same whole-brain GLM as above, but with a new contrast of only the "4" recommendations vs. the average of all the other recommendation levels, balanced to add to zero \[e.g., a linear contrast of (−1 −1 −1 3) for the 1, 2, 3, and 4 regressors\]. The same statistical threshold was used to correct for multiple comparisons -- FDR of *q* \< 0.05 and a 5 3 mm^3^ cluster threshold. This contrast will be referred to as the 4-vs.-321 whole-brain analysis (see Figure [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"}). Note that this contrast may lead to the discovery of new activations not found in the original 4-vs.-1 analysis. Given the widely extended and interconnected nature of the resulting whole-brain map, we do not report the full set of activation coordinates---most of the peak activations were coincident with regions reported for the 4-vs.-1 contrast. Group-level ROIs were isolated for four prominent activations not found in the 4-vs.-1 contrast: the anterior medial pre-frontal cortex (aMPFC), the left hippocampus (HC), left substantia nigra (SN), and the left posterior cingulate cortex (PCC). It was not possible to draw an isolated ROI for the aMPFC from this contrast given the large swath of activation---we, therefore, drew a more restricted ROI for the aMPFC based on the 4-vs.-1 whole-brain contrast, but with a statistical threshold of *p* \< 0.001.

### ROI analysis of evaluative factors

The trial-by-trial scores for the two factors extracted from the principal components factor analysis of the nine-item evaluative questionnaire were used to create BOLD predictors by convolving with a standard 2 gamma HRF with a length of 1 TR (2 s) and a delay of 1 TR relative to image onset. This middle TR was chosen as a compromise given our uncertainty about when, during a 6 s viewing, an observer was able to integrate enough information across successive fixations of an artwork to generate an affective response. The resulting timecourses were combined with an "Image On" predictor and orthonormalized using the Gram-Schmidt process before being entered into a GLM predicting BOLD activation in each of the ROI\'s identified in the whole brain analysis (see Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"}).

### Individual differences analysis of evaluative questionnaire

We performed an analysis of individual differences in responses to the nine-item evaluative questionnaire and their relationship to BOLD activation. Each observer\'s recommendations and their subsequent responses on the nine items were converted to *z*-scores, and then concatenated into a single large matrix (16 observers × 109 images = 1744 rows). We performed a stepwise regression analysis in SPSS (IBM, Somers, NY) of observers\' recommendations against their responses to the nine items to eliminate redundant terms or terms which had no significant predictive power for recommendations. Individual standardized beta weights were then computed for how well each of the items surviving this procedure predicted recommendations, entered in order from most-to-least predictive at the group level (see Appendix Table [A2](#TA2){ref-type="table"}). The resulting beta weights, which can be conceptualized as reflecting the weight an observer places on a particular emotion/evaluation when making recommendations, were used to predict the size (across observers) of the 4-vs.-1 BOLD effect in the set of ROIs identified in the whole-brain recommendation-based analysis. This yielded an overall *R*^2^ for each ROI and beta weights for each of the items with associated confidence intervals. A significant effect in this analysis would indicate that variability *across* observers in the size of the BOLD effect in an ROI is related to variability in how much individual observers weigh a particular emotion/evaluation when making recommendations (see Figure [8](#F8){ref-type="fig"}).

Results {#s3}
=======

There was very low agreement in recommendations across observers, as assessed by computing the correlations between observers\' recommendations taken in pairs (Figure [2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}). The average agreement (0.13 ± 0.17) indicates quite low agreement for visual art compared to other kinds of stimuli (e.g., Vessel and Rubin, [@B65]). (The mean of this distribution is significantly different from zero by a *t*-test, *t*\[119\] = 8.72, *p* \< 10^−13^, but Cronbach\'s alpha, a measure of inter-rater reliability, confirms the very low agreement, α = 0.709; Cronbach, [@B11]). This finding has an important methodological consequence: on average, each image highly recommended by one observer was given a low recommendation by another. Therefore, any BOLD effects found in a contrast of high vs. low recommendation reflect differences in aesthetic reaction, not features of the images.

![**The distribution of pairwise correlations across observers\' recommendations, illustrating highly individual responses.** Each observer\'s recommendations were correlated with every other observer\'s recommendations, taken in pairs. This histogram shows the distribution of all the correlation coefficients.](fnhum-06-00066-g0002){#F2}

A whole-brain group contrast of trials in which an observer gave an image the highest recommendation ("4") vs. trials in which the image was given the lowest recommendation ("1") revealed a set of posterior, anterior, and subcortical brain regions that were correlated with observers\' aesthetic recommendations (Appendix Table [A1](#TA1){ref-type="table"}; see "Materials and Methods, 4-vs.-1 Whole brain analysis"). Below, we describe further the responses of these regions, grouped by the nature of the response. The groupings were based on an analysis beyond that which produced Table [A1](#TA1){ref-type="table"} (4-vs.-1)---specifically, the pattern of responses across all four recommendation levels (see below). To examine those patterns, individual regions of interest (ROIs) were created based on the 4-vs.-1 whole-brain contrast, and the average timecourses were analyzed to estimate the response to each of the four response levels (see "Materials and Methods, ROI analysis").

In posterior (occipito-temporal) ROIs, there was a linear relationship between recommendation level and BOLD response (Figure [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}; left inferior temporal sulcus, ITS: −49, −61, −2; left parahippocampal cortex, PHC: −31, −32, −15; right superior temporal gyrus, STG: 52, −10, 7). In left ITS and left PHC BOLD response increased in an approximately linear fashion above resting baseline for increasing recommendations. Similarly, BOLD signal in right STG decreased in an approximately linear fashion below resting baseline for decreasing aesthetic reactions.

![**Posterior occipito-temporal regions of cortex show linear deflections from baseline with increasing recommendation.** The whole-brain images illustrate the t-statistic for the 4-vs.-1 contrast. Panels on the right illustrate the average beta weight (as a *z*-score) for each recommendation level, averaged across 15 observers (*l*ITS = left inferotemporal sulcus; *l*PHC = left parahippocampal cortex; *r*STG = right superior temporal gyrus). Error bars are standard errors of the mean across observers.](fnhum-06-00066-g0003){#F3}

In two subcortical regions, the left striatum (STR) and the pontine reticular formation (PRF), there was also a linear relationship between recommendation and BOLD activation. But in contrast to occipito-temporal ROIs, BOLD response levels straddled the resting baseline (Figure [4](#F4){ref-type="fig"}; STR: −12, 10, 6; PRF: 0, −28, −17). Thus, highly-rated images led to activation greater than baseline and low-rated images led to decreases from the resting baseline.

![**Two subcortical regions show linear deflections centered around their resting baseline.** The whole-brain images illustrate the *t*-statistic for the 4-vs.-1 contrast. Panels on the right illustrate the average beta weight (as a *z*-score) for each recommendation level, averaged across 15 observers (STR = left striatum; PRF = pontine reticular formation). Error bars are standard errors of the mean across observers.](fnhum-06-00066-g0004){#F4}

In contrast with the linear relation between recommendation and BOLD response observed in the occipito-temporal and subcortical regions above, frontal ROIs identified in the 4-vs.-1 contrast (Appendix Table [A1](#TA1){ref-type="table"}) revealed a markedly different pattern of responses. In the left inferior frontal gyrus, pars triangularis (IFGt), left lateral orbitofrontal cortex (LOFC), and left superior frontal gyrus (SFG) there was a non-linear, "step-like" pattern relating aesthetic recommendation and BOLD response (Figure [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}). Activation in left IFGt (−50, 32, 12) and left LOFC (−35, 24, −4) was near baseline for artworks given a 1, 2, or 3 recommendation, but was strikingly higher for artworks given a 4, the highest recommendation (Figure [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}; right-middle panels). The left SFG (−5, 19, 62) also showed this non-linear, step-like pattern, though shifted downward such that artworks rated 1,2, or 3 were significantly below baseline and only artworks rated 4 were at baseline (Figure [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}, top panel). Similarly, activation in the left mediodorsal thalamus (mdThal: −6, −18, 12), which is heavily bidirectionally connected to the prefrontal cortex (Tobias, [@B62]; Tanaka, [@B61]; Behrens et al., [@B5]) showed a non-linear pattern of BOLD response with little differentiation for artworks given recommendations of 1, 2, or 3, but a much higher response for artworks given a 4 (Figure [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}, bottom right).

![**Anterior frontal regions and an associated region of the thalamus show non-linear, "step-like" responses to increasing recommendation.** The whole-brain images illustrate the *t*-statistic for the 4-vs.-1 contrast. Panels on the right illustrate the average beta weight (as a *z*-score) for each recommendation level, averaged across 15 observers (*l*SFG = left superior frontal gyrus; *l*IFGt = left inferior frontal gyrus, pars triangularis; *l*LOFC = left lateral orbitofrontal cortex; *l*mdThal = left mediodorsal thalamus). Error bars are standard errors of the mean across observers.](fnhum-06-00066-g0005){#F5}

Highly moving images engage the default-mode network and recruit additional neural systems
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The strikingly higher response of frontal regions for artworks rated as the most aesthetically pleasing over all other artworks lends initial support to the hypothesis that a "4" recommendation was fundamentally different from a 1,2, or 3, and that these trials were not just revealing "more" activation in a general network sub-serving preferences, but that they reflected the engagement of an additional process. To test this hypothesis further, we calculated a second whole-brain contrast between just the trials resulting in a rating of 4 and the average of *all* other trials (ratings of 1, 2, or 3; see "Materials and Methods, 4-vs.-321 Whole brain analysis"). This new analysis gave us more power to detect regions showing a difference for trials rated as 4 but that may not have been detected in the 4-vs.-1 contrast.

This 4-vs.-321 contrast revealed a large swath of activation on the medial surface of the left hemisphere, extending from the anterior medial prefrontal cortex (aMPFC: −6 38 4) to the SFG activation seen in the 4-vs.-1 contrast (Figure [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"} top left). The aMPFC is known to be a core region of the DMN; (Shulman et al., [@B53]; Mazoyer et al., [@B39]; Raichle et al., [@B46]), and, as expected, inspection of the response to all four recommendation levels in this region shows a *decrease* in activation below baseline for presentation of most images (those rated a 1, 2, or 3). In contrast, those artworks rated as the most aesthetically moving (recommendation of 4) lead to BOLD activation at aMPFC\'s resting baseline (Figure [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"} top right). In other words, activation in the aMPFC for highly moving artworks is not suppressed, as it is for most artworks and most other types of external stimuli. The left posterior cingulate cortex (PCC: −9 −49 18) another core region of the DMN, showed a similar, though less striking, pattern of activation (Figure [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"}, middle right).

![**The default mode network and several subcortical regions show increased activation for only the most aesthetically pleasing images.** The whole-brain images illustrate the *t*-statistic for the 4-vs.-321 contrast. Panels on the right illustrate the average beta weight (as a *z*-score) for each recommendation level, averaged across 15 observers (*l*aMPFC = left anterior medial prefrontal cortex; *l*PCC = left posterior cingulate cortex; *l*SN = left substantia nigra; *l*HC = left hippocampus). Error bars are standard errors of the mean across observers.](fnhum-06-00066-g0006){#F6}

In addition to the aMPFC and PCC, the 4-vs.-321 contrast also revealed several subcortical regions showing significantly higher activation for only the highest rated artworks. The left substantia nigra (SN: −8, −12, −6) and the left hippocampus (HC: −30 −21 −10; Figure [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"} bottom panel) were not differentially activated by trials rated as 1, 2, or 3, but did show significantly greater activation for trials that resulted in recommendations of 4.

It is important to note that the differential response across the 4 recommendation levels cannot simply reflect response selection, as observers are selecting a response on every trial. It is also unlikely that the BOLD effects reflect an implicit mapping of a four response to a "yes" response, and not to aesthetic experience *per se*. If this were the case, one might expect to see faster response times on those trials. However, when we analyzed observer\'s mean response times for trials of each recommendation level separately, we saw no such effect \[one-way ANOVA with subjects as a random effect; *F*(3, 56) = 0.44, *p* = 0.73\].

Separable BOLD responses to positive and negative aspects of aesthetic evaluation
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Aesthetic experiences can invoke a wide variety of evaluative and emotional responses. Following the fMRI session, observers saw each artwork a second time and rated the degree to which it brought about a specific response on a nine-item questionnaire of evaluative terms (see "Materials and Methods, Nine-item evaluative questionnaire"): pleasure, fear, disgust, sadness, confusion, awe, joy, sublime, and beauty.

Evaluative reactions to individual paintings were not consistent across individual observers (average across observer correlations of 0.13, 0.49, 0.29, 0.38, 0.32, 0.30, 0.16, 0.17, and 0.17 for each term respectively; standard deviations ranging from 0.10 to 0.20). The range of agreement on these items illustrates that some of the variability in recommendations across observers was at least partly driven by different feelings being evoked by each painting (e.g., low agreement for ratings of pleasure), but was also because different people place different weights on those feelings (such as fear).

This variability at two stages---both in the mapping between artworks and feelings they evoke, and in mapping between evoked feelings and aesthetic recommendation---precludes any meaningful direct relationship (at the *group* level) between ratings of these nine items and activation in the set of brain regions revealed by the 4-vs.-1 and 4-vs.-321 whole-brain group analyses. One approach to understanding these subjective evaluative responses is to test whether there exists a reduced set of latent factors that are common across observers and can explain a significant proportion of the variance in responses.

A principal components factor analysis identified two group-level factors that together accounted for 59% of the variance in observers\' ratings on the evaluative questionnaire (Figure [7A](#F7){ref-type="fig"}) Factor 1: eigenvalue of 3.045, accounting for 33.8% of variance; Factor 2: eigenvalue of 2.269, accounting for 25.2% of variance (see "Materials and Methods, Factor analysis of evaluative questionnaire"). Factor 1 loaded very highly on pleasure, beauty, and other positive questionnaire items, while Factor 2 loaded very highly on fear, disgust, and sadness (Figure [7B](#F7){ref-type="fig"}). Scores on these factors were computed for each observer looking at each image and used to re-analyze the BOLD timeseries from the previously identified set of ROIs (see "Materials and Methods, ROI analysis of evaluative factors").

![**Factor analysis of the nine-item evaluative questionnaire reveals two major group-level factors that are reflected in the activation of frontal and subcortical regions. (A)** Loadings for the two factors on each of the nine items. **(B)** A plot of the nine-items in the two-factor solution reveals a cluster that groups high on Factor 1 and a second cluster that groups high on Factor 2, with Awe and Sublime being partway between the two clusters. **(C)** BOLD predictors constructed from factor scores reveal ROIs that respond to image onset or either factor. Responsivity to Factor 1 is significant in *l*SN and approaches significance in *l*STR and *l*SFG. Responsivity to Factor 2 is significant in *l*STR, *l*IFG and approaches significance in *l*aMPFC. Error bars are standard errors of the mean, computed across observers.](fnhum-06-00066-g0007){#F7}

BOLD signal in the SN was sensitive to the "positive" evaluative factor (Figure [7C](#F7){ref-type="fig"}). Positive scores on Factor 1 were associated with higher BOLD signal in left SN \[1-tailed *t*(15) = 2.15, *p* = 0.024\]. Left STR and left SFG also showed a trend toward sensitivity to Factor 1 \[1-tailed *t*(15) = 1.13, *p* = 0.14 and 1-tailed *t*(15) = 1.16, *p* = 0.13, respectively\].

The STR was also sensitive to the "negative" factor, as was the left IFGt (Figure [7C](#F7){ref-type="fig"}). Positive scores on Factor 2 were associated with higher BOLD signal in left STR \[1-tailed *t*(15) = 2.68, *p* = 0.0086\] and left IFGt \[1-tailed *t*(15) = 2.16, *p* = 0.024\]. Additionally, the left aMPFC was weakly sensitive to Factor 2, approaching significance \[1-tailed *t*(15) = 1.66, *p* = 0.059\]. None of the posterior occipito-temporal regions were sensitive to either factor.

BOLD effects in the PRF and left ITS reflect individual weights on evaluative responses
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Evaluative responses across observers were highly individual (see above). Individuals may rely on different evaluative and emotional responses when making their aesthetic recommendations. A regression analysis on each individual\'s set of responses was used to determine what weights would need to be assigned to each of these items in order to predict each observer\'s recommendation for each artwork (see "Materials and Methods, Individual differences analysis of evaluative questionnaire"). Three of the items could be removed without significantly affecting the predictability of the set: joy, confusion, and the sublime.

Across observers, different subsets of the remaining evaluative terms were effective in predicting individual recommendations (Appendix Table [A2](#TA2){ref-type="table"}). For example, some observers tended to recommend images that they reported as awe inspiring, while other observers did not show a significant relationship between awe and recommendation, but did show a relationship between images that evoked fear and their recommendations of those images.

These individual profiles of evaluative weightings were correlated with the magnitude of observed 4-vs.-1 BOLD effects in two ROIs, the PRF and left ITS (Figure [8](#F8){ref-type="fig"}). Individualized weights on the remaining six evaluative terms were able to account for a large proportion of across observer variability in the PRF and left ITS 4-vs.-1 BOLD effect sizes (*R*^2^ = 0.70 and 0.62, respectively).

![**Individual differences in the importance of different evaluations when making aesthetic recommendations are correlated with the size of the BOLD effect in 2 ROIs. (A)** Observers for whom "awe" is an important predictor of aesthetic recommendation show a larger 4-vs.-1 BOLD effect size in PRF \[*R*^2^ = 0.70; awe beta weight = 1.22, *t*(8)= 2.88, *p* = 0.021\]. **(B)** Observers for whom "pleasure" is an important predictor of aesthetic recommendation show a larger 4-vs.-1 BOLD effect size in left ITS \[*R*^2^ = 0.62; pleasure beta weight 1.72, *t*(8) = 2.96, *p* = 0.018\].](fnhum-06-00066-g0008){#F8}

Observers who tended to recommend images they found to be awe-inspiring showed a larger effect of recommendation in the PRF, a part of the reticular activating system \[Figure [8A](#F8){ref-type="fig"}; beta = 1.22 ± 0.98, *t*(8)= 2.88, *p* = 0.021\]. No other evaluative term reached significance in the PRF.

In the left ITS, observers\' weights for pleasure were significantly related to the BOLD effect \[Figure [8B](#F8){ref-type="fig"}; beta = 1.72 ± 1.34, *t*(8) = 2.96, *p* = 0.018\]. This relationship suggests that left ITS may at least partially mediate the relationship between rated pleasure for an artwork and aesthetic recommendation. No other evaluative term reached significance in the left ITS.

Control analysis
----------------

Regions that respond to specific stimulus types (faces or places) showed no effect of recommendation \[One-Way ANOVA, left FFA *F*(3, 44) = 0.21, *p* = 0.89; right FFA *F*(3, 44) = 0.08, *p* = 0.97; left CoS *F*(3, 52) = 0.20, *p* = 0.89; right CoS *F*(3, 52) = 0.20, *p* = 0.90\]. These regions were identified using an independent localizer scan. We were able to identify a face-responsive region in the posterior fusiform gyrus (FFA) in 12 of the observers (Puce et al., [@B45]; Kanwisher et al., [@B28]; McCarthy et al., [@B40]) and a place-responsive region in the collateral sulcus (CoS) in 14 of the observers (Epstein and Kanwisher, [@B19]; Epstein et al., [@B18]). This finding rules out the possibility that the linear effects of recommendation observed in PHC, STG, or ITS depend on stimulus differences.

Discussion {#s4}
==========

Aesthetic judgments for paintings are highly individual, in that the paintings experienced as moving differ widely across people. The neural systems supporting aesthetic reactions, however, are largely conserved from person to person, with the most moving artworks leading to a selective activation of central nodes of the DMN (namely, the aMPFC, but also the PCC and HC) thought to support personally relevant mentation (see below). The most moving artworks also activate a number of other frontal and subcortical regions, including several which reflect the evaluative and emotional dimensions of aesthetic experiences. A separate network of posterior and subcortical regions show a graded (linear) response signature to all artworks in proportion to an observer\'s aesthetic judgment. Finally, two regions (PRF and left ITS), show differences in activation level *across* individuals that are correlated with whether the individual finds certain aspects of a painting (e.g., awe) appealing.

Engagement of the default mode network during the most aesthetically moving experiences
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The aMPFC shows decreases in activation from its resting baseline for all images *except* those rated as most aesthetically moving. Previous studies have reported that activation in this region is positively correlated with aesthetic evaluation (Kawabata and Zeki, [@B29]; Vartanian and Goel, [@B64]; Jacobsen et al., [@B27]; Di Dio and Gallese, [@B17]; Ishizu and Zeki, [@B26]). However, none of these studies have clearly shown the relationship of aesthetically driven activations to this region\'s resting baseline.

The DMN is a network of brain areas associated with inward contemplation and self-assessment (Gusnard and Raichle, [@B23]; Raichle et al., [@B46]; Kelley et al., [@B30]; Wicker et al., [@B68]; D\'Argembeau et al., [@B13], [@B14]; Andrews-Hanna et al., [@B4]). As with other areas in the DMN (such as the PCC, where we also see differential activity for only the most aesthetically pleasing images), aMPFC typically shows below-baseline activity in response to external stimulation, and this was indeed what we found in observers\' responses to many of the art stimuli to which they were exposed. However, for those few stimuli that each observer judged as creating a strong aesthetic experience, the suppression of aMPFC were alleviated, which is typically seen when observers perform tasks related to self-reflection or during periods of self-monitoring. Such activation in the aMPFC at or above its resting baseline in response to an *external* stimulus is rare.

Importantly, our results show that only the *most* aesthetically moving artworks lead to differential, and widespread, activation in the aMPFC, contrary to the claim (Kawabata and Zeki, [@B29]; Ishizu and Zeki, [@B26]) that activation in this region is related to beauty in a linear fashion. This difference may be a consequence of the lower number of response levels used in their studies (three vs. four), the inclusion of paintings deemed "ugly" by their observers, the fact that the paintings were not being seen for the first time, or by differences in instructions.

Several studies of self-reflective processes have shown that aMPFC does not deactivate during tasks in which observers assign to themselves personally relevant traits of varying valence (e.g., happiness, honesty, cruelty, etc., Kelley et al., [@B30]; D\'Argembeau et al., [@B13]; Amodio and Frith, [@B3]; Moran et al., [@B42]). Trait studies may reflect a set of processes whereby observers don\'t simply think about themselves, but, more specifically, *match* traits with self-inspection, as a part of broader social cognition. In a similar manner, release from deactivation during aesthetic experience may reflect observers\' matching self-inspection with their perception of an object.

Strong emotions that are salient to observers also attenuate the depression of aMPFC activation associated with task performance (Simpson et al., [@B55],[@B56]), while emotion processing that is *not* personally relevant (e.g., viewing pictures of unknown persons in empathy-producing situations) has no effect on decreased activation of aMPFC during task performance (Geday and Gjedde, [@B21]). Highly moving aesthetic experiences appear to represent an analogous situation in which an external stimulus brings about a strong emotional response.

During such intense aesthetic experiences, the aMPFC may function as a gateway into the DMN, signaling personal relevance and allowing for a heightened integration of external (sensory/semantic) sensations related to an art object and internal (evaluative/emotional) states. How such integration is neurally instantiated and how it is related to reward circuits (e.g., whether it is caused by or creates activity in reward-related brain areas) are important questions for further research.

Unique response signatures for sensory and evaluative networks
--------------------------------------------------------------

This is the first report of unique response signatures separating cortical activations to artwork into a posterior occipito-temporal network and an anterior frontal network. In addition to the frontal activation in aMPFC, the SFG, IFGt, and LOFC also show a step-like response, the latter two regions increasing *above* baseline for only the most moving images. Within this set of frontal regions, the factor analysis of evaluative responses further distinguishes the ROIs from one another---the LOFC shows no sensitivity to either Factor 1 or Factor 2, while lFGt is sensitive to Factor 2, and both SFG and aMPFC show weak sensitivity to Factors 1 and 2, respectively. Subcortically, activations in the SN, mediodorsal thalamus, and hippocampus also show a step-like pattern of response, suggesting that these regions interact with the frontal network.

This network of frontal regions, which we refer to as an "evaluative" network, likely supports an analysis of emotional response and personal relevance. We suggest that the step-like pattern is a signature of an aesthetic response, where the most moving images produce a clearly differentiable pattern of signal, going beyond mere liking, to something more intense and personally profound. Additional support for this interpretation comes from a recent study in which observers were instructed to view artworks in terms of semantic or visual detail ("pragmatically"), as opposed to in terms of color, composition, shapes, mood, and evoked emotion ("aesthetically"). They found an activation in left lateral prefrontal cortex (−44, 37, 7; BA 10) corresponding to what we term left IFGt, which was selectively engaged in the "aesthetic" condition (Cupchik et al., [@B12]).

The second signature we observe, a linear response to observer recommendation, is found in more posterior cortical regions (PHC, ITS, and STS). In all of these areas, BOLD signal responds to the onset of any image and linearly tracks observers\' aesthetic reactions. Several previous reports have also found activations in occipito-temporal areas for preference judgments of a variety of stimuli, including artwork, abstract geometric shapes, scenes, and faces (e.g., Vartanian and Goel, [@B64]; Jacobsen et al., [@B27]; Kim et al., [@B32]; Yue et al., [@B69]).

These activations likely reflect a stimulus-bound sensory and semantic analysis of preference that is relatively automatic. Supporting this interpretation is the finding that observers whose recommendations were well predicted by ratings of image-induced "pleasure" tended to show a larger BOLD effect in the ITS (suggesting that observers differ in the degree to which they value a sensory/semantic analysis performed by posterior areas versus emotional evocativeness when reacting to aesthetic experiences). It is important to note that the linear effect of aesthetic recommendation that we observed in these areas is not due to systematic differences in the type of stimuli preferred by the observers, as neither the CoS nor FFA, defined using an independent localizer task (for places and faces, respectively) showed any effect of recommendation.

Subcortical regions STR and PRF, which also show a linear relationship to observer\'s recommendations, increased *above* baseline for recommended images and decreased *below* baseline for non-recommended images. Given the involvement of a column of areas in the midbrain with arousal functions (Kinomura et al., [@B33]; Steriade, [@B57]), these activations may reflect "reward" valence in STR and arousal level in PRF, two often theorized axes of emotional responsivity (Lang et al., [@B36]; Low et al., [@B37]). Although we did not explicitly measure physiological arousal, the fact that the BOLD effect size in PRF was larger for observers who tended to recommend images they found awe-inspiring suggests a potential association between aesthetic awe and arousal.

Integration in the striatum
---------------------------

Not only is STR activity linearly related to aesthetic recommendation, it is also sensitive to both emotional/evaluative factors. This suggests that STR may integrate perceptual, evaluative, and reward components of aesthetic response for the purpose of outcome selection (the choice of recommendation level). This pattern, along with the detection of a related response pattern in the mdThal, is in accord with the established existence of cortico-striato-pallado-thalamic loops (Alexander et al., [@B2]; Steriade and Llinás, [@B58]; Alexander and Crutcher, [@B1]; Middleton and Strick, [@B41]; Kelly and Strick, [@B31]). Further research will be needed to elucidate the temporal dynamics of the flow of information between these regions in aesthetic responses.

The location of the observed striatal activation straddles the anatomical division between dorsal and ventral STR, and is similar to that reported by Vartanian and Goel ([@B64]), though other studies of preference have reported more ventral effects (Kim et al., [@B32]; Lacey et al., [@B35]). Intriguingly, we did find significantly greater activation in the *right* ventral STR for the most highly recommended images (4-vs.-321 contrast, results not shown). The literature on reward posits that the dorsal STR represents the "actor" function of learning and implements habits or decisions (Maia, [@B38]), as well as the expectation of reward and punishment (Delgado et al., [@B16], [@B15]), whereas the ventral STR (along with the amygdala, VTA, and OFC), carries out "critic" functions of representing actual reward and reward-prediction error (Schultz et al., [@B51]; Schoenbaum et al., [@B49]; Hikosaka and Watanabe, [@B25]; Schultz, [@B50]; Tremblay and Schultz, [@B63]; Setlow et al., [@B52]; Paton et al., [@B43]; Wan and Peoples, [@B66]; Simmons et al., [@B54]). While the locus of our activation in STR does not clearly fall in either the ventral or dorsal STR, the fact that STR responds regardless of emotional valence is in agreement with findings in monetary reward (Delgado et al., [@B16], [@B15]).

Findings in regard to aesthetic reward have suggested a schism between desired and achieved reward that maps onto dorsal and ventral STR, respectively. Based on a PET study of pleasurable resolution of musical expectation, Salimpoor et al. ([@B47]) have suggested that the caudate ("dorsal" STR) responds primarily to expecting a desired reward ("wanting"), while the nucleus accumbens (ventral STR) is active while experiencing the peak emotional response ("liking") associated with the resolution of a musical theme, line, or phrase. Unlike the novel, static images used in our study, their musical stimuli are temporally extended experiences, enabling listeners to predict the resolution of a musical phrase (and subsequent pleasure) based on familiarity with musical structure or particular songs. This may partially explain the difference in the locus of striatal effects following the hypothesized moment of aesthetic reward, given the known involvement of basal ganglia structures in a variety of temporally sequenced behaviors (Harrington et al., [@B24]). However, our task and results argue against a strict interpretation of striatal activation as reflecting anticipatory "wanting" a predicted reward, as there was no possibility of differential anticipatory responses for any of our images.

Areas for further research
--------------------------

Our experiment is the first to find activation in the SN in visual aesthetic response, though it has been reported for music (Suzuki et al., [@B59]). Activation in the left SN for the most highly rated images raises the possibility that the efferent dopaminergic connections from the SN to the STR offer a mechanism by which hedonic responses to the most highly moving images might be modulated. This might be tested in further research.

In this set of observers, recommendation-related BOLD response appears primarily as increases in activation in the left hemisphere. However, it is unclear at this time whether this represents a real difference in the lateralization of aesthetic processes or merely reflects variation in the sensitivity of observing these effects at the whole-brain level.

Finally, it remains to be seen to what degree these systems are perturbed by depression or other mood disorders. Intriguingly, we found that the size of the BOLD effect in PHC, reflecting semantic/sensory processing, was larger for observers reporting positive mood (*r* = 0.68, *p* \< 0.004 using *r* to *z* transform), suggesting that mood may act as a gateway to getting pleasure from sensory/aesthetic experiences.

Conclusions {#s5}
===========

The nature of aesthetic experience presents an apparent paradox. Observers have strong aesthetic reactions to very different sets of images, and are moved by particular images for very different reasons. Yet the ability to be aesthetically moved appears to be universal. The emerging picture of brain networks underlying aesthetic experience presents a potential solution to this paradox. Aesthetic experience involves the integration of neurally separable sensory and emotional reactions in a manner linked with their personal relevance. Such experiences are universal in that the brain areas activated by aesthetically moving experiences are largely conserved across individuals. However, this network includes central nodes of the DMN that mediate the intensely subjective and personal nature of aesthetic experiences, along with regions reflecting the wide variety of emotional states (both positive and negative) that can be experienced as aesthetically moving.

The linking of intense aesthetic experience and personal relevance may have implications for artists and educators alike---further research could explore whether increasing the personal relevance of aesthetic experiences increases their intensity and the resulting associations.
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Seated African Woman, 1860s. Henri Regnauld (French, 1843-181). Oil on fabric, 57.2 × 47.2 cm. The Cleveland Museum of Art, Bequest of Noah L. Butkin. 1980.280.

*Hindola Raga*, c. 1790--1800. India, Pahari Hills, Kangra school, late 18th Century. Ink and color on paper, 20.5 × 15.3 cm. The Cleveland Museum of Art, Edward L. Whittemore Fund. 1975.9.

*An Ecclesiastic*, c. 1874. Mariano José Maria Bernardo Fortuny y Carbo. Oil on panel, 19 × 13 cm. The Walters Art Museum, Bequest of William T. Walters. 37.150.

*Hidden Fortress*, c. 1961. Al Held (USA, 1928--2005). Acrylic on canvas, 276.9 × 162.9 cm. Walker Art Center, Gift of T.B. Walker Foundation. 64.18 Art © Al Held Foundation/Licensed by VAGA, New York, NY.

*Flowers in a Glass*, c. 1606. Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder (Dutch, 1573--1621). Oil on copper, 35.6 × 29.3 cm. The Cleveland Museum of Art. Gift of Carrie Moss Halle in memory of Salmon Portland Halle. 1960.108.

*Cottage on Fire*, c. 1786--1787. Joseph Wright of Derby. Oil on canvas, 58.1 × 76.2 cm. Minneapolis Institute of Arts, The Putnam Dana McMillan Fund and bequest of Lillian Malcolm Larkin, by exchange. 84.53.

The full list of artworks used in this study is as follows:

*A Passing Storm*, c. 1849. Frederic Edwin Church (1826--1900, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Akrura\'s Vision of Vishnu/Krishna*, c. 1760--1765. Unknown (India, Himachal Pradesh). Opaque watercolor with gold on paper.

*An Ecclesiastic*, c. 1874. Mariano Fortuny y Marsal (1838--1874, Sp.). Oil on panel.

*Angel with Crown*, c. 19th c. Unknown (Iran). Oil on canvas.

*Autumn Forest Interior*, c. 19th c. Narcisse Virgile Diaz de la Peña (1807--1876, Fr.). Oil on panel.

*Beloved Name*, c. 1865--1918. Luigi Nono (1860--1918, It.). Oil on canvas.

*Bouquet of Flowers in a Faience Vase*, c. 1600--1620. Jan Brueghel the Younger (1601--1678, Flemish). Oil on wood.

*Capture of H. B. M. Frigate Macedonian by US. Frigate United States*, October 25, 1812, c. 1852. Thomas Chambers (1808--1879, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Chiron Instructing Achilles in the Bow*, c. 1776. Giovanni Battista Cipriani (1727--1785, It.). Oil on canvas.

*Christ on the Sea of Galilee*, c. 1853. Ferdinand-Victor-Eugene Delacroix (1798--1863, Fr.). Oil on composition board.

*Classical Landscape*, c. 1830. Joshua Shaw (1777--1869, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Clearing Up Coast of Sicily*, c. 1847. Andreas Achenbach (1815--1910, Ger.). Oil on canvas.

*Cloud Study*, c. 1822. John Constable (1776--1837, Brit.). Oil on paper.

*Cloud Study*, c. 1822. John Constable (1776--1837, Brit.). Oil on paper.

*Constant*, c. 1988. Valerie Jaudon (1945, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Cottage on Fire*, c. 1786--1787. Joseph Wright (1734--1797, Brit.). Oil on canvas.

*Death on the Pale Horse*, c. 1796. Benjamin West (1738--1820, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Destruction of the Beast and the False Prophet*, c. 1804. Benjamin West (1738--1820, USA). Oil on panel.

*Die Junge Morgenländerin (The Young Eastern Woman)*, c. 1838. Friedrich Amerlin (1803--1887, Austr.). Oil on fabric.

*Evocation of Butterflies*, c. 19th--20th c. Odilon Redon (1840--1916, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Fellah Women Drawing Water (Medinet-el-Fayoum)*, c. 19th c. Jean-Leon Gerome (1824--1904, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Flowers in a Glass*, c. 1606. Ambroisus Bosschaert (1573--1621, Dutch). Oil on copper.

*Fruit of the Seasons*, c. 1860. Frederick Kost (1861--1923, USA). Oil on bed ticking.

*Girl in Glitz*, c. 2002. Mary Pratt (1935-, Can.). Oil on masonite.

*Greek Slave*, c. 1870. Jean Leon Gerome (1824--1904, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Head of a Damned Soul from Dante\'s "Inferno"*, c. 1770--1778. Johann Heinrich Füssli (1741--1825, Ger.). Oil on canvas.

*Head of a Damned Soul from Dante\'s "Inferno", (verso)*, c. 1770--1778. Johann Heinrich Füssli (1741--1825, Ger.). Oil on canvas.

*Henry Pelham (Boy with a Squirrel)*, c. 1765. John Singleton Copley (1738--1815, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Hercules as Heroic Virtue Overcoming Discord*, c. 1632--1633. Peter Paul Rubens (1577--1640, Flemish). Oil on panel.

*Hidden Fortress*, c. 1961. Al Held (1928--2005, USA). Acrylic on canvas.

*Hindola Raga*, c. late 18th c. Unknown (Pahari, Kangra School, India). Watercolor on paper.

*Jove Casts His Thunderbolts at the Rebellious Giants*, c. 1690--1695. Johann Michael Rottmayr (1654--1730, Austr.). Oil on canvas.

*Kama, Indra, Parvati, and Angels*, c. early 17th c. Unknown (Rajasthan, India). Watercolor and gold on paper.

*Kedara Ragini*, c. 1650. Unknown (Rajasthan, India). Watercolor on paper.

*Krishna Longing for Radha*, c. 1820--1825. Unknown (Pahari, Kangra School, India). Watercolor on paper.

*Lady at Her Toilet*, c. 17th c. Utrecht School (Dutch). Oil on canvas.

*Lady Seated*, c. 19th c. Jules Adolphe Goupil (1839--1883, Fr.). Oil on panel.

*Le Condor Embouteillé ou No. 12*, c. 1942. Paul-Émile Borduas (1905--1960, Can.). Gouache on paper.

*Leisure Hours*, c. 1864. John Everett Millais (1829--1896, Eng.). Oil on canvas.

*Louise de Keroualle*, c. 1671. Peter Lely (Peter van der Faes Lilley, 1618--1680, Eng.). Oil on canvas.

*Lucretia*, c. 1534. Jan Gossaert (1478--1532, Flemish). Oil on panel to canvas transfer.

*Mandala of Shiva and Shakti*, c. mid-late 18th c. Unknonwn (Nepal). Colors on cloth.

*Mars and Venus, Allegory of Peace*, c. 1770. Louis-Jean-Francois Lagrenee (1725--1805, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Medusa*, c. 1892. Alice Pice Barney (1857--1931, USA). Pastel on canvas.

*Mount Vesuvius at Midnight*, c. 1868. Albert Bierstadt (1830--1902, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Mrs. Benjamin Hallowell*, c. 1766. John Singleton Copley (1738--1815, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Niagara Falls from Table Rock*, c. 1835. Samuel Finley Breese Morse (1791--1872, USA). Oil on canvas.

*On The Beach*, c. 1845. Alfred Pellan (1906--1988, Can.). Oil on canvas.

*Oranges in Tissue Paper*, c. 1890. William J. McCloskey (1859--1941, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Passage Violet*, c. 1967. Fernand Leduc (1916, Can.). Acrylic on canvas.

*Peasant Girl with Sheep*, c. 19th--20th c. Julien Dupre (1851--1910, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Child*, c. 1805. Jean Baptiste Greuze (1725--1805, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Farmer\'s Wife*, c. 20th c. Robert Gwathmey (1903--1988, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Lady*, c. 1771. John Singleton Copley (1738--1815, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Woman*, c. 1660. Jan Mytens (1614--1670, Dutch). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Woman*, c. 1851. Jean-Leon Gerome (1824--1904, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Portrait of a Woman in a Rose-Colored Gown (La Dame en Rose)*, c. 18th c. Maurice Quentin de la Tour (1704--1788, Fr.). Pastel on paper.

*Portrait of Madame X*, c. 1907. Giovanni Boldini (1845--1931, It.). Oil on panel.

*Portrait of Mlle. Lange as Danae*, c. 1799. Anne-Louis Girodet de Roucy Trioson (1767--1824, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Prometheus Bound*, c. 1846--1847. Thomas Cole (1801--1848, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Red Sunset*, Old Pond Concerto, c. 1972. Alma Thomas (1891--1978, USA). Acrylic on canvas.

*Rustam\'s Seventh Course: He Kills the White Div: Illustration from the Manuscript, the "Tahmasp Shahnama" of Firdausi*, c. 1520s--1540s. Mir Musavvir (1533--1609, Persian). Watercolor, gold, and silver on paper.

*sans titre no 3*, c. 1948. Charles Daudelin (1920--2001, Can.). Gouache on paper.

*Scene during the Eruption of Vesuvius*, c. 1827. Joseph Franque (1774--1833, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Seated African Woman*, c. 1860s. Henri Regnault (1843--1871, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Self-Portrait as a Yawning Man*, c. 1783. Joseph Ducreux (1735--1802, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Somewhere in America*, c. 1933. Robert Brackman (1898--1980, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Still Life with Flowers and Fruit*, c. 1869. Claude Monet (1840--1926, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Still Life with Flowers, Shells, A Shark\'s Head, and Petrifications*, c. 1819. Antoine Berjon (1754--1843, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Still Life with Oysters and Grapes*, c. 1653. Jan Davidsz Heem (1606--1684, Dutch). Oil on panel.

*The Angels Appearing to Abraham*, c. 1750s. Francesco Guardi (1712--1793, It.). Oil on canvas.

*The Beeches*, c. 1845. Asher B. Durand (1796--1886, USA). Oil on canvas.

*The Betrayal of Christ*, c. 1618. Anthony van Dyck (1599--1641, Belgian). Oil on canvas.

*The Blue Dress (or A Duchess)*, c. 1861. Alfred Stevens (1823--1906, Belgian). Oil on panel.

*The Bouquet*, c. 1870s. Raimundo Madrazo y Garreta (1841--1920, Sp.). Oil on panel.

*The Comtesse d\'Haussonville (Louise de Broglie)*, c. 1845. Jean-Auguste-Dominique Ingres (1780--1867, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Dead Soldier*, c. 1789. Joseph Wright (1734--1797, Brit.). Oil on canvas.

*The Death of Lucretia*, c. 1735--1737. Ludovico Mazzanti (1686--1775, It.). Oil on canvas.

*The Death of Sardanapalus*, c. 1844. Ferdinand-Victor-Eugene Delacroix (1798--1863, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Flagellation*, c. 19th--20th c. Georges Rouault (1871--1958, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Four Seasons (Part 1: Spring)*, c. 1755. Francois Boucher (1703--1770, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Great Goddess Durga Slaying the Buffalo Demon (Mahishasuramardini)*, c. 1750. Unknown (India). Opaque watercolor with gold- and silver-colored metallic paint on paper.

*The Madness of the Gopis*, c. 1750. unknown (Rajasthan, India). Watercolor with gold on paper.

*The Magic Room*, c. 1994. Patssi Valdez (1951, USA). Acrylic on canvas.

*The Martyrdom of St. Cecilia*, c. 1610. Carlo Saraceni (1579--1620, It.). Oil on canvas.

*The Morning Visit*, c. 19th--20th c. Raimundo Madrazo y Garreta (1841--1920, Sp.). Oil on canvas.

*The Nightmare*, c. 1781. Henry Fuseli (1741--1825, Swiss). Oil on canvas.

*The Questioner of the Sphinx*, c. 1863. Elihu Vedder (1836--1923, USA). Oil on canvas.

*The Rape of Europa*, c. 1726--1727. Noël-Nicolas Coypel (1690--1734, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Reaper with a Sickle*, c. 1838. Jean-Baptiste Camille Corot (1796--1875, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Roman Daughter*, c. 1811. Rembrandt Peale (1778--1860, USA). Oil on canvas.

*The Salutation of Beatrice*, c. 1859. Dante Gabriel Rossetti (1828--1882, Brit.). Oil on wood.

*The Wave*, c. 1869--1870. Gustave Courbet (1819--1877, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*The Wreck*, c. 1854. Eugene-Louis-Gabriel Isabey (1804--1886, Fr.). Oil on canvas.

*Thirty-Six Immortal Poets*, c. 1740--1750. Kagei Tatebayashi (1504--1589, Jap.). Two-fold screen, ink and color on paper.

*Three Dancers*, c. 1940. William H. Johnson (1901--1970, USA). Oil on burlap.

*Tomatoes, Fruit, and Flowers*, c. 1860. Unknown (American). Oil on canvas.

*Triumphant Child*, c. 1946. Walter Quirt (1902--1968, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Trompe-l\'Oeil Still Life with a Flower Garland and a Curtain*, c. 1658. Adriaen van der Spelt (1630--1673, Dutch). Oil on panel.

*Turning Point of Thirst*, c. 1934. Victor Brauner (1903--1966, Romanian). Oil on canvas.

*Unidentified Raga*, c. 1775. unknown (Indian). Watercolor and gold on paper.

*Venus*, c. 1518. Lucas (the Elder) Cranach (1472--1553, Ger.). Oil on linden.

*Vision of the Sage Markandeya*, c. 1775--1800. Unknown (Himachal Pradesh, India). Watercolor and gold on paper.

*Watson and the Shark*, c. 1782. John Singleton Copley (1738--1815, USA). Oil on canvas.

*Woman and Flowers (Opus LIX)*, c. 1868. Sir Lawrence Alma-Tadema (1836--1912, Dutch). Oil on panel.

*Yama, King of Hell*, c. 1800. Unknown (Tibet). Watercolor on cotton.

*Young Woman with a Fan*, c. 1754--1756. Pietro Rotari (1707--1762, It.). Oil on canvas.

*Young Woman with a Turban*, c. 1780. Jacques Louis David (1748--1825, Fr.). Oil on canvas.
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###### 

**Mean Talairach coordinates for all activations found in the 4-vs-1 whole brain contrast**.

  **Anatomical region**                   **BA**       ***X***   ***Y***   ***Z***   **SD *X***   **SD *Y***   **SD *Z***   **Vol (mm^3^)**   **Avg *t***
  --------------------------------------- -------- --- --------- --------- --------- ------------ ------------ ------------ ----------------- -------------
  ***4 \> 1***                                                                                                                                
  **OCCIPITOTEMPORAL Ctx**                                                                                                                    
  Inf Temporal Sulc (ITS)                 37       L   −49       −61       −2        4.2          2.7          4.1          1053              5.48
  Parahippocampal Ctx (PHC)               36       L   −31       −32       −15       2.3          2.3          2.3          405               5.44
  Superior Temporal Sulc (STS)            22       R   44        −48       4         2.5          2.1          2.2          351               5.61
  Fusiform Gyr                            37       R   42        −40       −14       1.4          2.9          1.6          162               5.40
  **FRONTAL Ctx**                                                                                                                             
  Inf Frontal Gyr p triangularis (IFGt)   45/46    L   −50       32        12        3.7          7.5          5.7          2727              5.57
  Lateral Orbitofrontal Ctx (LOFC)        47       L   −35       24        −4        6.7          3.6          3.7          918               5.18
  Superior Frontal Sulc (SFS)             6        L   −24       16        50        3.4          3.0          3.6          810               5.55
  Superior Frontal Sulc (SFS)             8        L   −19       32        51        2.4          3.1          2.2          594               5.61
  Superior Frontal Sulc (SFS)             9        L   −18       47        31        2.3          2.8          2.9          351               5.63
  Superior Frontal Gyr (SFG)              6        L   −5        19        62        2.1          3.9          4.4          729               5.51
  Inf Frontal Gyr p orbitalis (IFGo)      44       L   −44       7         15        2.0          2.8          2.6          378               5.53
  Dorsolateral Prefrontal Ctx (dlPFC)     9        L   −44       5         37        2.0          2.3          1.7          297               5.27
  Precentral Sulc                         9        R   34        9         25        1.7          1.5          2.4          135               5.19
  Cingulate Sulc                          32       L   −7        22        38        1.4          2.6          1.6          162               5.23
  Precentral Gyr                          6        L   −33       −13       65        1.6          1.6          1.7          162               5.27
  **SUBCORTICAL REGIONS**                                                                                                                     
  Striatum (STR)                          −        L   −12       10        6         2.8          2.3          2.9          702               5.43
  Pontine Reticular Formation (PRF)       −            0         −28       −17       2.5          1.7          1.5          135               5.03
  MedioDorsal Thalamus (mdThal)           −        L   −6        −18       12        1.7          2.1          2.8          243               5.26
  Thalamus                                −        L   −12       −9        8         2.4          1.4          1.6          162               5.11
  ***1 \> 4***                                                                                                                                
  Superior Temporal Gyr (STG)             42/22    R   52        −10       7         4.5          2.7          3.2          702               6.06

BA, Brodmann\'s area; SD, spatial standard deviation; Vol, volume; Avg t, average t statistic; Ctx, cortex; Sulc, Sulcus; Gyr, Gyrus; Inf, Inferior; p, pars.

###### 

**Results of the individual differences regression in which each observer\'s recommendations were predicted from the reduced set of six emotional terms**.

                                              **Standardized beta coefficient**                                   
  ------------- ------ --------------- ------ ----------------------------------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
  0.50          17.1   1.4 × 10^−13^   0.53   0.34                                0.22    0.11    0.29    0.06    −0.02
  0.30          7.2    1.9 × 10^−05^   0.74   0.52                                0.14    0.00    0.01    0.03    −0.08
  0.47          15.4   1.8 × 10^−12^   0.56   0.22                                0.24    0.30    −0.07   0.15    0.11
  0.35          9.3    4.1 × 10^−08^   0.68   0.42                                −0.08   0.02    0.24    −0.10   0.05
  0.65          31.0   6.3 × 10^−21^   0.38   0.66                                0.16    0.08    0.07    −0.21   −0.04
  0.41          8.8    3.3 × 10^−07^   0.63   0.33                                0.21    0.41    −0.16   0.08    0.01
  0.53          19.3   6.7 × 10^−15^   0.50   0.43                                0.27    0.21    −0.01   0.09    0.33
  0.66          33.1   7.1 × 10^−22^   0.36   0.56                                0.09    0.08    0.17    0.09    −0.02
  0.78          58.8   9.1 × 10^−31^   0.24   0.21                                0.30    0.05    0.37    0.09    −0.07
  0.73          33.6   3.0 × 10^−19^   0.29   0.47                                0.12    0.24    0.05    0.15    0.12
  0.60          25.9   1.6 × 10^−18^   0.42   0.53                                0.20    −0.13   0.15    −0.11   0.10
  0.65          30.3   1.8 × 10^−20^   0.38   0.18                                −0.01   0.12    0.58    0.07    −0.04
  0.65          31.5   3.7 × 10^−21^   0.37   0.00                                0.19    −0.05   0.61    −0.05   0.32
  0.57          22.5   9.4 × 10^−17^   0.46   0.18                                0.06    0.06    0.56    0.04    0.09
  0.38          9.8    2.5 × 10^−08^   0.66   0.38                                0.17    −0.22   0.31    0.16    0.25
  0.62          28.3   1.1 × 10^−19^   0.40   0.22                                0.46    0.11    0.10    0.04    −0.12
  **AVERAGE**                                                                                                     
  0.55          23.9   1.2 × 10^−06^   0.48   0.35                                0.17    0.09    0.20    0.04    0.06

The reported F statistic has (6, 102) degrees of freedom. resVar = residual variance in recommendation not accounted for by the regression.
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